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Abstract 
 
The popularity of mobile devices and the 
advancement of modern technology have resulted in 
more diversified consumer shopping channels, and 
many retailers have consequently embraced 
omnichannel retailing. The core concept of 
omnichannel retailing is to provide consumers with a 
seamless experience. Using commitment–trust theory 
as a framework, this study examines the effects of 
omnichannel integration quality on consumers’ 
stickiness intention. Analysis of data of 194 
respondents reveals that consumer trust affects 
relationship commitment. Consumer trust and 
relationship commitment have a strong influence on 
stickiness intention, and breadth, transparency, and 
process consistency directly affect trust. Contrary to 
our expectation, omnichannel integration quality does 
not affect relationship commitment. Our results show 
that high levels of omnichannel integration quality can 
increase consumer trust, which helps retailers 
maintain favorable customer relationships. The 
findings of this study provide important theoretical and 
practical implications for omnichannel retailing 
research.  
 
 
1. Introduction  
 
On July 17, 2017, Amazon acquired Whole Foods 
Market for US$13.7 billion, a business move that 
shocked the market and created much discussion [1]. 
The forays by Amazon into offline retail have been a 
product of the increasingly blurred lines between 
online and offline retail channels caused by the 
prevalence of mobile devices. This prevalence enables 
consumers to easily switch between retail channels 
when making a purchase, leading to the emergence of 
omnichannel retailing [2]. Amazon observed the need 
to transform existing retail models and decided to 
integrate its online and offline retail channels to 
provide a new customer experience driven by product 
attributes and consumer behaviors. This decision 
marked the beginning of the era of omnichannel 
retailing. 
Multiple differences can be found between 
multichannel and omnichannel retailing. Traditional 
multichannel retailers often suffer from problems 
relating to operational strategy and performance. For 
example, information asymmetry or flow-process 
discrepancy may cause trouble for consumers if the 
level of integration and cooperation is low among retail 
channels. This can result in intense competition 
between online and offline channels owned by the 
same retailer. Several studies have proposed channel 
integration strategies as a solution to this problem [3] 
[4] [5] [6]. 
Sousa and Voss [5] proposed the concept of 
integration quality, claiming that retailers must provide 
consumers with a seamless experience when their 
customers switch between retail channels. However, 
mobile devices with Internet access were less prevalent 
when multichannel retailing was enjoying its strongest 
growth, and consumers could not easily switch 
between online and offline channels. Consequently, 
retailers focused more on whether they were providing 
sufficient channels for their consumers, rather than on 
forming an interconnective relationship between all 
channels to create a seamless customer experience. 
Studies on multichannel retailing have primarily 
examined the integration of brick-and-mortar stores 
and e-commerce websites without incorporating the 
rise of mobile shopping channels (e.g., through APPs 
and QR codes). The concept of integration quality 
proposed by Sousa and Voss was developed 
exclusively for multichannel retaining; thus, their work 
cannot adequately explain how omnichannel retailing 
companies provide seamless customer experiences. To 
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do so, the initial stages in the development of 
omnichannel retailing must be reexamined. 
Retailers benefit from an understanding of 
customer loyalty in e-commerce and mobile commerce 
because such loyalty is associated with their business 
and operational performance [7] [8] [9]. Several 
studies have used customer intention to revisit and 
stickiness intention as proxy variables for customer 
loyalty [10] [11] [12] [13] [14]. However, these studies 
have only discussed the effects of online channels on 
customer loyalty without examining both the online 
and offline scope of omnichannel retailing. Although 
integration is the key to success in omnichannel 
retailing, it has rarely been touched upon in studies on 
e-commerce and mobile commerce. Furthermore, 
customer loyalty in omnichannel retailing has rarely 
been examined. Therefore, the present study considers 
the effects of integration quality in omnichannel 
retailing on customer loyalty to be a topic worthy of 
investigation. Accordingly, this paper examines the 
interaction between consumers and the various 
channels offered by a retailer to understand whether 
consumers’ perceptions of integration quality affect 
their trust and commitment toward that retailer, thereby 
determining stickiness intention. Using the 
commitment-trust theory as a framework, this study 
investigates whether consumers’ perceptions of 
integration quality affect their trust, commitment, and 
stickiness intention toward a retailer.  
 
2. Literature review  
 
2.1. Omnichannel retailing 
  
Modern consumers have access to an increasing 
number of shopping channels. Many retail businesses 
no longer rely on physical stores but have started to 
integrate various channels such as physical retail stores 
and electronic, mobile, and social media channels, 
enabling customers to select their preferred shopping 
channel. However, the current trend within e-
commerce has gradually blurred the distinction 
between physical and virtual shopping; in fact, retail 
transactions often cannot be identified as either online 
or physical. For example, if a consumer is unable to 
find a desired product in a physical store, they may ask 
a member of staff to order the product from the 
retailer’s website for in-store pickup [15]. Is this 
transaction considered an online or offline transaction? 
Several scholars have also suggested that retail 
businesses adopt a consumer perspective and integrate 
all channels into one system [2] [16] [17] [18]. Such a 
system would enable consumers to instantly access 
retail businesses at any place and at any time, making 
purchases with various methods of payment and pickup. 
Consumers could select the most suitable shopping 
mode according to their needs by conveniently 
switching channels and attaining a seamless customer 
experience. This is how omnichannel retailing emerges. 
Beck and Rygl [19] defined this type of retailing as 
“the set of activities involved in selling merchandise or 
services through all widespread channels, whereby the 
customer can trigger full channel interaction and/or the 
retailer controls full channel integration.” 
Studies on multichannel retailing have explored 
many topics, including price consistency between 
physical retail stores and e-commerce websites [20] 
[21] [22] [23] [24] and the effects of retail channel 
integration on firm performance under six integration 
indicators [25]. However, the scope of these studies on 
the influence of channel integration on retail 
performance has been restricted to the integration of 
physical stores and e-commerce websites; research has 
only recently begun to incorporate mobile channels due 
to the rise of mobile devices [26]. 
Technological advances have increasingly 
diversified the type of retail channels available to 
consumers. For retailers, adding new retail channels is 
both a challenge and a double-edged sword. Integrating 
the new channels successfully can increase synergy 
and thereby improve retail performance. However, 
failure to do so results in cannibalization between retail 
channels, which ultimately leads to losses outweighing 
gains [27]. Nonetheless, previous studies have 
restricted their discussions to the relationship between 
channel integration and retail performance. 
Increasing business profits cannot be achieved 
overnight; it requires continuous consumer– retailer 
interaction. In the age of omnichannel retailing, 
retailers all strive to increase profits by maximizing 
consumers’ intention to revisit and repurchase, 
regardless of the channel used, in order to increase 
profits. In this study, stickiness intention is used as a 
crucial indicator of consumers’ intention to revisit or 
repurchase, and it is argued that this indicator can be 
used to reflect the interaction and relationship between 
consumers and retailers. 
 
2.2. Omnichannel integration quality 
  
Consumers were often confused by how retailers 
operated their businesses in the era where multichannel 
retailing was dominant. In this era, both single-channel 
and multichannel retailers tended to adopt retailer-
centric business models. Several scholars have noted 
the drawbacks of independent retail channels (i.e., 
asymmetry of information between channels under the 
same retailer caused by lack of communication 
between departments across channels, resulting in 
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inconsistent operation procedures) and recommended 
that such retailers transition into omnichannel retail [2] 
[28] [29]. Omnichannel retailing is a consumer-centric 
business model [2] [16] [17] [18]. The aforementioned 
concept of integration quality by Sousa and Voss [5] 
best describes how this model operates; unlike the 
traditional multichannel retail model, which can cause 
inconvenience to consumers because of isolated retail 
channels, the omnichannel retail model provides a 
consistent consumer experience through retail services 
from businesses with adequate integration quality. 
Sousa and Voss defined integration quality as “the 
ability to provide customers with a seamless service 
experience across multiple channels.” They proposed 
two dimensions under integration quality: channel-
service configuration and integrated interactions. 
Channel-service configuration can be assessed through 
two indicators: breadth of channel choice and 
transparency of the existing channel-service 
configuration. The breadth of channel choice refers to 
the degree of understanding a customer has regarding a 
service offered by the various channels under a retailer. 
The transparency of the existing channel-service 
configuration refers to the degree of channel 
transparency that enables consumers to distinguish 
channels according to their features and thereby 
seamlessly interact and transact with retailers. 
Integrated interactions can be categorized into two 
indicators, namely content consistency and process 
consistency. The content consistency means that 
consumers receive the same information from the 
retailer even when they transact with various channels, 
and the process consistency means that consumers 
perceive the service processes they have received as 
consistent when they access the retailer through 
different channels. Although the concept of integration 
quality proposed by Sousa and Voss was developed at 
a time when the multichannel retailing model was 
dominant and mobile devices with Internet access were 
uncommon, their model contains the same concept as 
the omnichannel business model: to provide a seamless 
consumer experience through retail services. Therefore, 
reexamining and modifying this concept by 
incorporating elements associated with the latest trends 
of omnichannel retailing is necessary. Also, the present 
study modified the concept of integration quality by 
renaming “integration quality,” “breadth of channel 
choice,” and “transparency of the existing channel-
service configuration” as “omnichannel integration 
quality,” “breadth,” and “transparency.” 
 
2.3. Commitment-trust theory 
  
First proposed by Morgan and Hunt [30], the 
commitment-trust theory addresses long-term 
relational exchanges and is a crucial theory in 
relationship marketing studies. Relationship 
commitment and trust are key constructs of sustaining 
relationships with consumers when companies perform 
marketing campaigns designed to establish, form, and 
maintain proper relational exchanges. Relationship 
commitment means an exchange partner believes that 
maintaining a long relationship with another partner is 
critical and therefore invests maximum effort in 
sustaining the relationship. In such a situation, the 
committed partner considers the relationship worth 
maintaining and strives to ensure it will last [30] [31]. 
Trust means that one of the committed parties believes 
in an exchange partner’s reliability and integrity [30], 
and this serves as the foundation of the relational 
exchange [32]. Confidence in an exchange partner 
increases a party’s willingness to rely on that partner 
[31]. In relationship marketing, these two constructs 
exert substantial influence on the success of relational 
exchange. Because they are mediator variables, the 
commitment-trust theory is also referred to as the key 
mediating variable (KMV) model. According to 
Morgan and Hunt, the antecedent factors of the KMV 
model are relationship termination costs, relationship 
benefits, shared values, communication, and 
opportunistic behavior; the outcomes of the model are 
acquiescence, propensity to leave, cooperation, 
functional conflict, and uncertainty. 
The commitment-trust theory has been applied to 
examining business-to-business (B2B) relationships, 
including relationships in telecommunications [33], 
health insurance [34], and accommodation industries 
[35]. The theory has also been employed to explore 
business-to-consumer (B2C) relationships (e.g., those 
in e-commerce) [10], consumer-to-business 
relationships (e.g., group buying websites) [36], and 
even crowdsourcing platforms [37] [38]. Li et al. [10] 
adopted the commitment-trust theory to investigate 
consumers’ stickiness intention toward B2C commerce 
websites. Stickiness intention is the antonym of 
“propensity to leave,” an outcome variable commonly 
employed in commitment-trust theory. The propensity 
to leave is defined as the likelihood of terminating a 
prospective relational exchange in an exchange partner. 
A lower propensity to leave indicates a higher 
stickiness intention. Stickiness intention was regarded 
as repetitive visits to and use of a certain website 
because of a commitment to continue using that 
website [10]. Lin [11] regarded stickiness intention as 
the willingness to revisit a website and spend an 
extended period on that website. In other words, 
stickiness intention is the level of attachment to a 
preferred website [39] or a positive attitude toward the 
content, functions, products, and services featured on a 
website [13].  
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The objective of this study is to examine whether a 
retailer with well-integrated channels can create 
stickiness intention in its customers. According to the 
aforementioned literature, the commitment-trust theory 
has been extensively applied to both online and offline 
channel retail models for either B2B or B2C commerce. 
In addition, omnichannel retail models are applicable 
to B2C commerce and feature an integration of online 
and offline channels. Thus, this study adopts the 
commitment-trust theory as its framework to 
investigate whether omnichannel integration quality is 
conducive to improving consumer commitment, trust, 
and stickiness intention toward a retailer. 
 
3. Research model and hypotheses 
development 
 
3.1. Research model 
  
According to prior research and the aforementioned 
discussion, we employ the commitment-trust theory as 
the theoretical foundation for investigating how 
omnichannel integration quality influences consumer 
stickiness intention through relationship commitment 
and trust (Figure 1).  
 
3.2. Hypotheses development 
  
3.2.1. Omnichannel integration quality, relationship 
commitment, and trust 
 
In the multichannel retail era, retailer channels 
owned by the same retailer often competed against 
each other. This competition negatively affected 
retailer profits and often confused consumers. Also 
consumers felt content or process inconsistency across 
channels. Inconsistency across channels reduces 
interaction between retailers and consumers. Therefore, 
in the early stages of developing omnichannel retailing, 
retailers integrate all channels to provide consumers 
with content and process consistency. This results in a 
common consensus between consumers and retailers. 
For retailer, providing the same information across 
different channels is one of the key elements for 
channel integration quality. For example, retailers 
holding a discount event for one day must ensure that 
the discount message appears across all channels. 
Retailers must provide consumers with a quick and 
smooth product browsing experience by publishing the 
message on all channels at the same time. Besides, 
consumers can choose their preferred channels and 
have a consistent and seamless shopping experience, 
assuming that retailers have numerous channels and 
high-quality channel integration. In addition, retailers 
can employ data analysis to find consumers interested 
in their products and provide them with personalized 
services for products they may enjoy. Retailers 
employing these tactics are able to compete with other 
retailers as long as consumers experience benefits from 
shopping with them. In the omnichannel retailing era, 
these are the goals that retailers must achieve. 
Therefore, in this study, it can be reasonably 
inferred that consumers perceive that retailers show 
high performance and reliability as long as they uphold 
the principles of omnichannel retailing and provide 
high-quality channel integration. We argue that this 
increases consumer trust and commitment to retailers. 
Studies have confirmed that channel integration 
increases consumer trust in companies [4] [6] [40]. 
Sousa and Voss [5] also noted that integration is one of 
the key elements of service quality. High-quality 
service affects consumer commitment [41] and trust 
[42] [43] [44]. Therefore, we hypothesize that in an 
omnichannel retailing environment, high-quality 
channel integration, which can be perceived by 
consumers, leads to increased consumer trust and 
commitment to the retailer. Thus, hypotheses 1 and 2 
are proposed as follows:  
Hypothesis 1: The omnichannel integration quality 
of a retailer has a positive effect on consumers’ 
relationship commitment. 
Hypothesis 2: The omnichannel integration quality 
of a retailer has a positive effect on consumers’ trust. 
Because omnichannel integration quality comprises 
four indicators, namely breadth, transparency, content 
consistency, and process consistency, the hypotheses 
can be extended to the following subhypotheses: 
Hypothesis 1a: The breadth of a channel has a 
positive effect on consumers’ relationship commitment. 
Hypothesis 1b: The transparency of a channel has a 
positive effect on consumers’ relationship commitment. 
Hypothesis 1c: The content consistency of a 
channel has a positive effect on consumers’ 
relationship commitment. 
Hypothesis 1d: The process consistency of a 
channel has a positive effect on consumers’ 
relationship commitment. 
Hypothesis 2a: The breadth of a channel has a 
positive effect on consumers’ trust. 
Hypothesis 2b: The transparency of a channel has a 
positive effect on consumers’ trust. 
Hypothesis 2c: The content consistency of a 
channel has a positive effect on consumers’ trust. 
Hypothesis 2d: The process consistency of a 
channel has a positive effect on consumers’ trust. 
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Figure 1. The research model 
3.2.2. Relationship commitment and trust  
 
Relationship commitment is a critical factor in 
relational marketing and is an explicit or implicit 
pledge between retailers and consumers [45]. However, 
relationship commitment is fragile. To maintain the 
relationship between retailers and consumers, a reliable 
partner is required on both sides [30]. When consumers 
believe that a retailer is reliable and trustworthy and 
that the retailer will not deceive them, the uncertainty 
and risk associated with that retailer will decrease [46], 
and consumers will seek to maintain a relationship 
with that retailer. The commitment-trust theory 
explains the relationship between trust and relationship 
commitment [30]. Moreover, studies have confirmed 
that trust affects relationship commitment [10] [13] 
[36]. Therefore, we argue that omnichannel retailers 
should provide diversified channels and seamless 
shopping experiences to consumers. If consumers feel 
positive about retailer performance and believe that a 
retailer is reliable and honest, they will maintain their 
relationship with that retailer. Therefore, we posit the 
following hypothesis: 
Hypothesis 3: Consumers’ trust in retailers has a 
positive effect on their relationship commitment. 
 
3.2.3. Relationship commitment, trust, and 
stickiness intention  
 
Stickiness intention refers to consumers who are 
deeply attached to retailers. This means that consumers 
maintain a relationship with retailers and continue to 
interact with them through various channels. 
Relationship commitment is an important factor that 
influences the relationship between retailers and 
consumers and is a driving factor of consumer 
interaction with retailers [47] [48]. Consumers who 
join a retailer’s membership scheme can be considered 
to be committed to that retailer, indicating that 
consumers wish to maintain and enhance their 
relationship with the retailer [30]. Thus, consumers are 
more willing to visit a retailer repeatedly and increase 
their interaction with the retailer. Consumers will trust 
a retailer if they believe it is reliable and has integrity 
[30] and it has their confidence [31]. Therefore, trust is 
an important basis for maintaining the relationship 
between retailers and consumers [10]. 
The association among consumer relationship 
commitment, trust, and interaction with retailers has 
been discussed from numerous perspectives. In the 
marketing field, relationship commitment has been 
noted to positively influence consumers’ intention to 
maintain a positive relationship with a retailer [49] [50]. 
Research on e-commerce has found that relationship 
commitment [10] and trust [10] [11] [13] affect 
stickiness intention. Therefore, we argue that in an 
omnichannel retailing environment, consumers wish to 
maintain their relationship with the retailer and believe 
that the retailer has superior service. Consequently, 
consumers continue to pay attention to the retailer and 
increase their revisits and interactions. Therefore, we 
posit the following hypotheses: 
Hypothesis 4: Consumer relationship commitment 
has a positive effect on stickiness intention. 
Hypothesis 5: Consumer trust has a positive effect 
on stickiness intention. 
 
4. Research methods  
 
4.1. Data collection and study subjects 
  
To test the proposed model, we employed a 
quantitative survey method for collecting data to test 
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the aforementioned hypotheses. Online surveys were 
administrated in this study. Respondents who had ever 
used specific retailer’s online (including mobile 
channel) and offline services can fill out the 
questionnaire. In questionnaire, we firstly illustrated 
the definition of omnichannel retailing. Then, 
respondents were asked to choose the category of the 
omnichannel retailer that they had deep impression. In 
this study, respondents’ perceptions of their 
omnichannel shopping experience were evaluated 
using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The data collection 
process lasted for 15 days, and a total of 214 responses 
were collected. After excluding 20 invalid samples, 
194 questionnaires were used for further analysis. 
The study sample comprised 101 females (52.06%) 
and 93 males (47.94%). The majority of participants 
were aged between 21 and 30 years (71.65%), and the 
most common categories for their chosen retailers were 
cosmetics (24.23%), apparel (21.13%), electronics 
(19.59%), and hypermarkets (12.37%), which together 
accounted for 77.32% of the chosen retailers. 
 
4.2. Measurement 
  
The research model included seven constructs. To 
measure these constructs, we collected data through 
online survey. This section describes the measurement 
of each construct. Five items for breadth were adopted 
from Lee and Kim [51] to describe a channel’s variety. 
The items used to measure transparency (three items) 
and process consistency (three items) were adopted 
from Wu and Chang [52]. We used five items adopted 
from Oh et al. [25] to measure content consistency. 
Seven items were adopted from Rusbult, Martz, and 
Agnew [53] to measure consumer relationship 
commitment. Five items for measuring trust were 
adopted from Morgan and Hunt [30], and seven items 
were adopted from Li et al. [10] and Lin [11] to 
measure consumer stickiness intention. 
 
4.3. Data analysis 
  
We conducted partial least square (PLS) analysis to 
test our hypotheses on the SmartPLS 2.0 (M3) software 
package [54]. This type of analysis is suitable for 
exploratory research [55], prediction, theory 
development, and small samples [56]. The purpose of 
the study is to examine the impact of omnichannel 
integration quality on consumer stickiness intention, 
which is an exploratory study. Thus, the study is 
suitable for partial least square analysis. 
 
5. Results  
 
5.1. Measurement model 
  
Initial assessment of the model was conducted to 
identify items with indicators that did not have high 
significance in a t test and had reliability less than 0.7 
[57]. The loadings of all items were significant and 
higher than the suggested indicator reliability 
benchmark of 0.70, except for one item, which was 
excluded because of low loadings for the relationship 
commitment construct. 
Reliability and validity were assessed using 
relationship commitment, trust, stickiness intention, 
and integration quality (breadth, transparency, content 
consistency, and process consistency). 
The construct reliability of the measures was 
evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha and composite 
reliability (CR). The Cronbach’s alpha of each 
construct measure was as follows: breadth = 0.87; 
transparency = 0.87; content consistency = 0.87; 
process consistency = 0.84; relationship commitment = 
0.92; trust = 0.87; and stickiness intention = 0.93. All 
values were higher than 0.7 and exceeded Hair’s 
suggested threshold values [58]. 
We validated the measurement model by assessing 
content validity, convergent validity, and discriminant 
validity. We invited an e-commerce expert to review 
the instruments and validate the content. Convergent 
validity was evaluated by testing the CR and average 
variance extracted (AVE) of the measurement. The CR 
value of all constructs was between 0.9 and 0.94 and 
was thus greater than the acceptable value of 0.7 [59]. 
The AVE also exceeded the recommended value of 0.5 
[60]. The AVE values of all of the constructs ranged 
from 0.66 to 0.79. Thus, the statistics demonstrated the 
high convergent validity of the model. 
Discriminant validity was determined by assessing 
whether the square root of the AVE for each construct 
was greater than the correlations of the construct [60]. 
Table 1 presents the means, standard deviations, and 
correlations of all constructs. All of the correlations 
agreed with the square root of the AVE for each 
construct, which was greater than the inter-construct 
correlations, as shown on the diagonal in Table 1. 
Therefore, the model showed high discriminant 
validity. These results indicated that all of the 
constructs were acceptable and reliable. 
 
5.1. Structural model 
  
To validate the structural model, we used 
SmartPLS 2.0 to conduct PLS analysis. The results of 
structural path analysis are presented in Figure 2, 
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revealing high explanatory variance for stickiness 
intention (R2 = 0.73), relationship commitment (R2 = 
0.51), and trust (R2 = 0.36). 
As indicated in Figure 2, breadth, transparency, and 
process consistency had a significant effect on trust (β 
= 0.20, p < .05; β = 0.26, p < .001; β = 0.16, p < .05), 
supporting Hypotheses 2a, 2b, and 2d. Contrary to our 
expectation, omnichannel integration quality had no 
direct influence on relationship commitment; thus, 
Hypothesis 1a-d were not supported. Trust (β = 0.66, p 
< .001) was a significant determinant of relationship 
commitment, indicating that trust has a strong 
influence on consumers’ relationship commitment. 
Thus, Hypothesis 3 was supported. In addition, 
relationship commitment and trust (β = 0.49, p < .001; 
β = 0.44, p < .001) were positively related to consumer 
stickiness intention, supporting Hypotheses 4 and 5. In 
addition, path coefficients revealed that the direct 
effect of relationship commitment on stickiness 
intention was stronger than that of trust (0.49 vs. 0.44). 
 
Table 1. Means, standard deviations, and correlations between the constructs. 
Construct Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1. Breath 3.99 0.65 0.81       
2. Transparency 3.83 0.79 0.72 0.89      
3. Content consistency 3.69 0.78 0.40 0.41 0.81     
4. Process consistency 3.83 0.72 0.54 0.49 0.64 0.87    
5. Commitment 3.55 0.68 0.43 0.44 0.23 0.36 0.84   
6. Trust 3.64 0.64 0.52 0.53 0.40 0.47 0.71 0.81  
7. Stickiness intention 3.71 0.60 0.52 0.48 0.23 0.37 0.80 0.78 0.83 
Notes: The numbers in the diagonal in bold values are square roots of the AVE. Off-diagonal elements are the correlations 
            among constructs. 
 
 
Figure 2. Results of the structural model. 
(Note. *p< .05. ***p<.001.) 
 
This indicates that in the omnichannel retailing era, 
relationship commitment has more important effects on 
users’ stickiness intention than trust. 
 
6. Discussion and implications  
 
Based on the commitment-trust theory, this study 
investigated the influence of omnichannel integration 
quality on consumer stickiness intention. The results 
confirmed that trust induced by breadth, transparency, 
and process consistency affected stickiness intention. 
Trust significantly and directly affected relationship 
commitment. In addition, both relationship 
commitment and trust had a positive effect on 
stickiness intention. The major findings of this study 
can be summarized as follows: 
First, the relationship among relationship 
commitment, trust, and stickiness intention found in 
the current study is in line with the findings of previous 
research [10]. 
Second, the result showed that omnichannel 
integration quality did not affect relationship 
commitment. Based on the commitment-trust theory, 
relationship benefits positively affect relationship 
commitments. If consumers receive more benefits from 
a retailer, consumers will have a relationship 
commitment to that retailer. Currently, omnichannel 
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retailing is in its initial stages. Thus, consumers are 
unlikely to clearly experience the benefits of channel 
integration by retailers. Only after experiencing 
retailers’ efforts in channel integration and further 
building trust can consumers form a relationship 
commitment with retailers. 
Third, the effect of breadth on trust found in the 
present study is consistent with the findings of 
previous research [61]. For example, Van Bruggen's 
[61] research in the field of marketing confirmed that 
more product brand distributors on a channel increases 
consumer trust in a company. This result is similar to 
that of the present study. Retailers can increase 
consumer trust by providing more channel alternatives; 
moreover, consumers are more trusting of retailers 
whose channel attributes are clearer. This finding is 
consistent with those of e-government research [62]. 
Citizens who clearly understand government processes 
or services have less uncertainty in processes and 
increased trust in the government; The relationship 
between process consistency and trust has been 
explored [63]. Hongyoun Hahn and Kim [63] argued 
that in the multichannel era, retailers must provide 
consistent services through both online and offline 
channels to win consumer trust. 
Finally, contrary to our expectation, content 
consistency did not significantly affect trust. This 
result differs from that of multichannel research [4]. 
The omnichannel retailing era is in its initial stages. In 
an omnichannel retailing environment, consumers have 
high expectations of retailers and expect consistent 
information across channels. However, most retailers 
still have many inconsistencies across channels; thus, 
consumers may not trust retailers. Furthermore, the 
types of retailers chosen by respondents in the present 
study varied, with the major types being cosmetic, 
apparel, electronics, and hypermarkets. Each type of 
retailer likely has different business strategies for 
providing the same information across different 
channels, further eroding content consistency and 
therefore decreasing trust. 
 
6.1. Theoretical and practical implications 
  
The present results have numerous implications for 
research and practice. First, we contribute to the 
theoretical development of the omnichannel literature. 
We combined integration quality with commitment–
trust theory to understand consumer behaviors in the 
context of omnichannel retailing. Our findings indicate 
that consumers’ stickiness intention depends on the 
degree to which retailer channels are perceived to be 
consistent and seamless. 
Second, we confirm the effect of omnichannel 
integration quality on relationship commitment and 
trust. Our findings indicate that trust mediates the 
effects of breadth, transparency, process consistency, 
and relationship commitment. Thus, retailers should 
provide various channels to consumers, provide 
information on channel differences, and provide 
identical services regardless of the channel chosen by 
consumers. If retailers achieve these goals, consumers 
will be willing to trust and commit to them. 
Third, the findings of this research can help 
retailers understand how the breadth of channel choice, 
transparency of existing channel-service configuration, 
and process consistency can evoke trust in consumers, 
thereby affecting their relationship commitment and 
stickiness intention. Based on the results, several 
suggestions can be provided to retailers. When 
consumers visit a physical store, the retailer can 
provide hints to consumers and help consumers 
understand which channels are available for browsing 
and shopping. In addition, retailers can help consumers 
understand the service characteristics of different 
channels (e.g., obtaining products through online 
channels requires a longer time than through physical 
stores). Furthermore, retailer service attitudes to 
customers in all channels cannot be different. 
Implementing the aforementioned recommendations 
can evoke consumers’ trust in retailers. 
  
6.2. Limitations and directions for future 
research 
  
This study has several limitations. First, the types 
of retailers that the respondents had interacted with 
were mainly cosmetic, apparel, electronics, or 
hypermarket retailers (77.32%). However, each type of 
retailer was less than the minimum number of samples 
required for PLS analysis [57]. Therefore, the overall 
model of a single type of retailer could not be analyzed. 
In addition, this study employed different retailers to 
analyze an overall model, which may explain why 
content consistency did not have a significant 
relationship with trust. Second, 71.65% of the sample 
was in the age range of 21–30 years. Therefore, the 
result may not be generalizable to other age groups. 
Future research can explore other aspects related to 
omnichannel retailing issue (e.g., security or privacy) 
or examine the user’s stickiness intention between 
different gender groups. 
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